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ABSTRACT 
This is a descriptive study that poses the questions and discussion regarding use of 
personality tests in prediction of future job performance of the current undergraduate 
hospitality students. A gap exists between the perception of the skills and 
competencies of high performers and the perception of hospitality students (Berezina 
et al., 2011; Malan, Berezina & Cobanoglu, 2012). The purpose of this study is to 
investigate if personality tests will help in predicting the success of students in their 
preferred job setting as compared to current high performers (managers).  
The use of personality tests increased substantially after 1988, when the 
government banned the use of polygraphs (Employee Polygraph Protection Act, 1988 
as cited in Stabile, 2002). Although there is no right or wrong answer to personality 
test questions, the answers would allow employers to have a better idea if there is a 
sufficient fit between the applicant and the position sought. To compare the 
personality types of successful hotel managers and hospitality students to determine if 
there is a need to customize the hospitality curriculum in order to produce graduates 
who will fit to the correct type of positions, a convenient sample was drawn from a 
hotel management company’s managers and hospitality students of a university in the 
Southeast USA. The sample for this study was 175 Managers and 150 Students. 
With the 144/175 (82% response rate) manager and 76/150 (51% response rate) 
students the main findings show there is a significantly difference between managers 
and students. This indicates that current hospitality students and current managers 
have different perceptions about hospitality industry. Since current students will work 
on the industry in the future, the difference needs to be eliminated by both curricular 
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and extra-curricular activities. There are also significant differences among 
managerial positions’ (general manager, assistant general manager, and director of 
sales) LDP scores. This could indicate that it might not be a good fit to promote these 
individuals from one position to other within the company since each position differs 
from each other. 
 
1 
  
 
 
CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 
Personality tests are widely utilized in the hiring process. Tett, Jackson and 
Rothstein (1991) explained that employers continue to use personality tests in the 
hiring process because personality tests help predict employee behaviors and their 
performance. The authors also described personality as the combination of traits that 
are not easy to generalize to the population unlike intellectual abilities. That is to say, 
generalizing the validity of personality measures across different jobs may not be 
efficient as generalizing the validity of cognitive ability measures, but the personality 
test results can be used as reliable predictors for an individual’s future job 
performance (Tett, Jackson and Rothstein, 1991). 
 The use of personality tests increased substantially after 1988, when the 
government banned the use of polygraphs (Employee Polygraph Protection Act, 1988 
as cited in Stabile, 2002). Although there is no right or wrong answer to personality 
test questions, the answers would allow employers to have a better idea if there is a 
sufficient fit between the applicant and the position sought. Employers are aware that 
the cost of hiring a new employee is much higher than retaining their existing 
employees (Stabile, 2002). With the increased use of personality tests, two school of 
thought has developed; “pro-testing” that supported the use of personality tests in the 
employee selection process and second one is “anti-testing” that argued using 
personality tests in the employee selection process. Those arguing against testing 
believed it may create discrimination for the applicants who displayed the wrong type 
of personality in the test but in fact have the needed qualifications for the job (Parnell, 
1998). 
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Even though there were some opponents to using personality tests in the employee 
selection process, a majority of researchers supported the need for a tool in the 
employee selection process. Hogan and Holland (2003) described the use of 
personality tests in the workplace as a necessary action in order to forecast 
occupational outcomes since individual differences in work effectiveness links 
assessment to performance. Given the boost in the prevalence of job analysis, 
screening of personality attributes, in addition to skills, abilities and knowledge 
organizations prefer to use job analysis and culture fit in order to achieve a self-
motivated, committed person for corporate success (Bowen, Ledford & Nathan, 
1991). Ferris and Judge (1991) also mentioned the importance of personality 
dimensions in determining the individual’s fit within a workplace. 
A variety of the studies used personality tests in the work environment (VanDyke 
& Strick, 1988; Piotrowski, 2000; Yildiz, Unguren & Polat, 2009; Aksu et al., 2009; 
Tews, Stafford & Zhu, 2009; and Lucas, Weidner & Janisse, 2012). In addition, some 
studies used personality tests to predict the academic success of medical and law 
students (Waggoner & Zeigler, 1946; Schofield, 1953; Hewer, 1956; Knehr & Kohl, 
1959; Norman, 1967; and Solkoff, 1968). However, the use of personality tests in 
academic settings in general is not as wide as in the hospitality industry settings. 
 
Purpose and Objective of the Study 
 The purpose of this study is to investigate if personality tests will help in 
predicting the success of students in their preferred job setting as compared to current 
high performers (managers). The objective of this study is to suggest the best 
curricular and extra-curricular activities to the students so that they will be prepared 
for the position that they aim for upon graduation.  The objectives of this study are: 
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1. Explore the functionality of Leading Dimensions Profile tests dimensions 
on Hospitality Managers’ job performance measurement. 
2. Determine the relationship between Hospitality Managers’ LDP results 
and their appraisal report results. 
3. Identify and test the Hospitality Managers’ appraisal results based on 
Achievement Drive and Relational Drive. 
4. Compare Hospitality High Performers (managers) (as defined as the 
employees who gets over 202 points out of 294 (67% and up) from the 
Annual Employee Appraisal) and Undergraduate Hospitality Students’ 
LDP results. 
The objectives of study related to application of curriculum update by identifying 
underlying dimensions for high performers and guiding the students to acquiring the 
necessary skills and traits so that they can be the high performers. 
 
Problem Statement 
Several studies investigated the use of personality tests in higher education 
(Waggoner & Zeigler, 1946; Schofield, 1953; Hewer, 1956; Knehr & Kohl, 1959; 
Norman, 1967; Solkoff, 1968). Furthermore, to the knowledge of the researcher, no 
study exists on the effectiveness of using personality tests in hospitality education. 
However, the use of personality tests in hospitality organizations as a selection tool is 
not uncommon (Yildiz, Unguren & Polat, 2009; Aksu et al., 2009; Tews, Stafford & 
Zhu, 2009). A gap exists between the perception of the skills and competencies of 
high performers and the perception of hospitality students (Berezina et al., 2011; 
Malan, Berezina & Cobanoglu, 2012). For this reason, a research study is necessary to 
compare the personality types of successful hotel managers and hospitality students to 
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determine if there is a need to customize the hospitality curriculum in order to 
produce graduates who will fit to the correct personality type of positions.  
 
Research Questions  
1. Is there a single personality profile for hospitality managers? 
2. Is there a correlation between LDP results and employee appraisals? 
3. Is there a difference between the LDP results of high performer hospitality 
managers and hospitality students? (High performers defined as the 
employees who gets over 202 points out of 294 (67% and up) from the 
Annual Employee Appraisal) 
 
Hypothesis 
HA1 =There is a difference in LDP dimension scores between general managers 
and assistant general managers 
HA2 =There is a difference in LDP dimension scores between general managers 
and director of sales 
HA3 =There is a difference in LDP dimension scores between director of sales and 
assistant general managers 
HA4=There is a difference in LDP dimension scores between hotel managers and 
hospitality students 
HA5= There is a correlation between LDP dimension scores and high performer 
employee appraisal scores (High performers defined as the employees who gets over 
202 points out of 294 (67% and up) from the Annual Employee Appraisal) 
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CHAPTER TWO: REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
History of Personality Tests  
The history of personality tests begins late 1930s (Burnham & Crawford, 1935; 
Crook, 1937; McKinley & Hathaway, 1944; Mons, 1948). Among the variety of 
definitions for the personality, Huczyski and Buchanan (1991) defined personality as 
the way an individual thinks, feels, and responds to her or his surroundings (as cited 
in Yildiz, Unguren & Polat, 2009). McCrae and Costa (1985) stated that if an 
employer can describe an individual’s tendency towards five main traits (extravert or 
introvert, agreeable or antagonist, conscientious or impulsive, emotional stabile or 
neurotic, and open or resistant), that individual’s personality can also be understood, 
and his or her behavior can be predicted. 
Many studies utilized personality tests and some of them include: 
1. The investigation of student success and drop-out reasons (Waggoner & 
Zeigler, 1946; Schofield, 1953; Hewer, 1956; Knehr & Kohl, 1959; 
Norman, 1967; and Solkoff, 1968) 
2. The measurement of ego development (Lorr & Manning, 1978) 
3. The assessment and selection step for jobs (VanDyke & Strick, 1988) 
4. The prediction of automobile accidents of young drivers (Hilakivi et al, 
1989; Oreyzi &Brati, 2012) 
5. The prediction of alcoholism (Schuckit et al., 1994; Skomorovsky & Lee, 
2012; Wedekind et al., 2013) 
6. As training tool for jobs (Piotrowski, 2000) 
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7. The assessment of music preferences (Delsing et al., 2008; Livosky et al., 
2012) 
8. The investigation of personality characteristics on the quality of 
instruction (Kneipp et al., 2010) 
9. The screening of personality disorders (Germans, Heck & Hodiamont, 
2011) 
10. The profiling of abused women (Davins-Pujols et al., 2012) 
11. The assessment of work stress (Lucas, Weidner & Janisse, 2012) 
12. The assessment of learning disabilities (Lufi & Awwad, 2013) 
13. The exploration of personality traits (Chen, 2013). 
 
The Use of Personality Tests in the Hospitality Industry 
Hinkin and Tracey (2000) described the hospitality industry as a labor intensive, 
low-skill, and high turnover industry where the use of sophisticated selection tools 
during hiring is not very common. However, employers indicate that a significant 
amount of financial investment is needed to hire, train, and maintain an employee. 
This investment requires close examination of performance to assure a reasonable 
return on investment for the employer, since the waste associated with poor 
performance is not cost effective for the companies in the long run (Deeter-Schmelz 
& Sojka, 2007). 
In the hospitality business, the customers’ first interaction with the service 
providers usually happens via front of the house employees; therefore, characteristics 
of the employees play a vital role in organization's success (Tepeci & Chon, 1999). 
Because of the nature of the hospitality industry, Walen (1995) and Parnhall (1998) 
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also confirmed that personality might be a stronger predictor than job skills in terms 
in predicting an employee’s job success. 
Spriegel and Dale’s study in 1953 (as cited in Guion & Gottier, 2006) surveyed 
628 companies; 248 of these companies (or 39.5 per cent) indicated that they use a 
personality test in order to predict the best match in the selection process. Guion and 
Gottier (2006) also indicated the use of personality tests to detect the two personality 
types “will do” and “can do” in the work environment and their effect on the job 
performance (p.151). Furthermore, Drizin (2006) also pointed out “the use of 
structured or behavioral interviews, work samples and valid pre-hire tests and 
assessments are significantly more predictive of future performance” (p.42). 
Johns et al. (2007) described not only the importance of putting definition of skills 
and abilities but also expected personalities, attitudes and values from the prospective 
employees (p.147). In their study of a current review, Randall and Randall (2001) 
indicated the necessity of hiring techniques for sales personnel. The practitioners are 
required to minimize the risk of hiring poor performers, and they frequently use 
personality tests as a mean to screen for potentially successful sales performers.  
In addition, Scheneider’s (1987) study discovered the organization founders’ 
tendency to hire individuals with anticipated similarities with the founders in order to 
achieve reproduction in the company. Schneider et al. (1998) explained the use of 
personality tests as a hiring tool based on the “anthropological notion of shared 
personality characteristics may offer a unique opportunity to contribute to the 
understanding of organizations and their strategy, structure, and culture” (p.462). The 
author also indicated that the personality attributes of organizations’ leaders 
determines the level of homogeneity in the work place. 
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On the other hand, Hunter and Hunter (1984) proposed that General Mental 
Ability (GMA) is the strongest and most consistent predictor of job performance to 
predict the future performance of a prospective employee. Therefore, employers need 
to use it as a hiring tool. The researchers indicated that GMA–performance increases 
depending on the level of the positions at the work place. In other words, the higher 
the level of positions at the work place, the higher the score in GMA.  
Tews, Stafford and Zhu (2009) conducted a sample study of 130 managers from 
43 hotel properties in the United States and Canada, which examined the relative 
weight that hiring manager’s place on applicants’ attractiveness, general mental 
ability (GMA), and the Big Five personality dimensions in assessing employment 
suitability. The researchers found that the attractiveness’ weight was greater in the 
evaluation of high customer contact positions and, that is to say, applicants’ 
attractiveness does impact employment suitability ratings across hotel positions. 
However, it is valued less than GMA and conscientiousness.  
Aksu et al. (2009) studied 54 human resource managers’ application of personality 
tests in the Antalya region of Turkey. Although the results were limited within the 
sample, the researchers found no significant difference in terms of age and gender 
(except the liveliness factor) for the 16 personality factors. Whereas Yildiz, Unguren 
and Polat (2009) study using Cattell’s 16 personality factors (Sixteen Personality 
Factor) questionnaire looked at the relationship between personality, gender and hotel 
departments. The authors used a random sample of 91 five star hotel employees in the 
Alanya Region of Turkey and found significant differences for the openness to change 
in terms of personality and gender. 
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Use of Personality Tests in Education 
In 1953, Schofield conducted the first study of personality tests in education. The 
researcher used the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI) to look for 
the gap between the best and the poorest medical students’ personality characteristics. 
He applied the test to the same students twice; once in their freshman year and again 
in their junior year (Schofield, 1953). Hewer (1956), Knehr and Kohl (1959) also 
attempted to identify the academic effectiveness of students by using MMPI. Both 
studies arose from the possibility of detecting the students who will need psychiatric 
help because of their academic choice at the time of admission. Norman (1967) 
attempted to identify familiarity levels, connotative meaning, and a variety of 
operating characteristics of 2800 personality traits by groups of university 
undergraduate students (Norman, 1967). 
In 1946, Waggoner and Ziegler conducted the first study about the reasons behind 
medical students’ failure, but this study did not utilize personality tests. Another 
researcher investigated the use of personality and attitude tests in predicting the 
academic success of medical and law students. He attempted to work with 178 
medical and 198 law students in order to demonstrate a variety of personality 
characteristics (Solkoff, 1968). 
In 2005, Horton, Clark and Welpott identified the personality differences between 
the US college graduates and hospitality and tourism management graduates by using 
personality types assessed with the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI). The 
researchers sought ways to improve students’ experience in hospitality and tourism 
education as well as improve post-graduation job opportunities. Data were collected 
in a class at a mid-sized university from the fall semester of 2000 through the spring 
semester of 2004. The result indicated that hospitality and tourism management 
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students possess different personality types than the general US college graduate 
population (Horton, Clark & Welpott). 
The most recent study by Cheng (2013) used personality tests to investigate the 
vocational high school students’ Internet addiction. Cheng found “that the more 
strongly personality traits was or the higher degree flow experiences reached, the 
higher Internet addiction tendencies grew” (p.1).  
Finally, this researcher is unaware of any study utilizing personality tests to 
predict the academic success of undergraduate hospitality students in their preferred 
job settings. This knowledge would be critical in guiding current students for their 
future job performance. This study will attempt to address the needs and requirements 
of effective guidance during the college education for the future work success. 
 
The Personality Test Instruments 
Different studies utilize several personality test instruments. In this study, three 
other personality tests compared with the study instrument to examine the similarities 
and the differences between the instruments. The first personality test example is 
DISC Behavioral test created by William Moulton Marston. He did not intend to use 
DISC as an assessment; he was only studying the behavioral types. In his study, 
dominance was defined as “a central release of additional motor energy directed 
toward dominating obstacles” (Marston, 1927: p.349). Compliance was ’taking an 
interest in’ (Marston, 1927: p.351). While submission was the ’free yielding of 
responses’ (Marston, 1927: p.357) to a stimulus, the purpose of inducement was to 
’induce further submission from another individual’ (Marston, 1927: pp.359).  
Marston discovered that four primary emotions were independent principles of 
integrative action. The creation of DISC Assessment occurred in 1956, when Walter 
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Clarke, an industrial psychologist, published the Activity Vector Analysis; using 
Marston’s theory of the DISC model. Clarke created a checklist of adjectives in which 
he asked people to indicate descriptions that were accurate about themselves (Bunn, 
1997). The DISC Assessment examine how people behave (Furlow, 2000), it does not 
analyze the why people behave in a certain way; for this reason, this test is not 
sufficient for this study. 
The second personality test example is the “Big Five” taxonomy (also referred to 
as the five factor model), which is an empirically-supported framework for describing 
personality characteristics. Big Five’s personality dimensions have been generated 
from factor analyses of peer ratings and nominations by Tubes and Christal’s 1961 
research. (2006). Hogan and Holland (2003) described Big Five Taxonomy as “a 
model for understanding motivation and for assessing individual differences in 
performance at work” (p.101). Researchers have developed a number of assessments 
to measure Extraversion, Conscientiousness, Openness, Agreeableness, and 
Neuroticism factors. Leading Dimensions Profile (LDP) analyzed these personality 
factors to correlate them with the two primary factors and ten supporting dimensions. 
The third example is the Hogan Personality Inventory (HPI) described by Hogan 
and Holland (2003) as 206-item questionnaire that is designed to predict occupational 
performance with true/false answers. HPI contains seven primary scales that are 
Adjustment, Ambition, Sociability, Sensitivity, Prudence, Inquisitive, and Learning 
Approach. 
 
The Study Instrument: Leading Dimensions Profile (LDP) 
Appropriate personality traits must be measured depending on the topic needed. In 
this study Leading Dimensions Profile (LDP) was used. Waldo and McCoy (2010) 
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developed LDP based on a literature review, as well as repeated exploratory and 
confirmatory data analyses by leveraging two primary factors: Achievement Drive 
and Relational Drive.  
Achievement Drive describes two primary approaches: Methodical and Urgent 
with the focus and intensity with which an individual approaches common activities 
as well as long-term goals. “The Methodical approach may be described as 
approaching tasks and goals in a cautious, measured, and contemplative manner. The 
Urgent approach may be described as spontaneous, competitive and adaptive” (Waldo 
& McCoy, 2010: p.4).  
Relational Drive describes two primary approaches: Guarded and Expressive with 
the extent to which an individual engages emotionally in common circumstances. 
“The Guarded approach may be described as reserved, private, and distant in their 
interactions with others. The Expressive approach may appear more outgoing, 
gregarious, and collaborative in their interactions” (Waldo & McCoy, 2010: p.4). 
It is a 95-item survey of adult personality, specifically designed for personal and 
professional development applications. The main reason why LDP was chosen for this 
study was that it was recently used in hospitality industry (timeshare) and it appeared 
to be effective in selecting right staff members for the right positions (Waldo & 
McCoy, 2010). The LDP is based on a 2-factor by 10-dimension framework (referred 
to as a “2 x 10 model”). LDP uses two primary psychological factors to describe one’s 
personal style. In addition, the LDP measures ten behavioral dimensions which help 
to explain how the person most likely carries out their style. Styles are graphically 
presented on a four-style profile grid, an approach that is supported by extensive 
research and practice, dating back to the 1970s (McClelland & Backed, 1982) by 
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exhaustive research, the LDP framework allows for an easy-to-use delivery of an 
otherwise complex assessment. 
The LDP’s two primary factors include: 
1. Achievement Drive, which describes a person’s approach to tasks and 
goals. 
2. Relational Drive, which describes a person’s approach to people and 
relationships. 
Within the LDP framework, Achievement Drive and Relational Drive interact to 
generate four distinct personality profiles (personal styles): 
1. The combination of Methodical Achievement Drive (0-49% on the x-axis) and 
Expressive Relational Drive (50-100% on the y-axis) is referred to as the 
Counselor Profile. 
2. The combination of Urgent Achievement Drive (50-100% on the x-axis) and 
Expressive Relational Drive (50-100% on the y-axis) is referred to as the 
Coach Profile. 
3. The combination of Urgent Achievement Drive (50-100% on the x-axis) and 
Guarded Relational Drive (0-49% on the y-axis) is referred to as the Driver 
Profile. 
4. The combination of Methodical Achievement Drive (0-49% on the x-axis) and 
Guarded Relational Drive (0-49% on the y-axis) is referred to as the Advisor 
Profile. 
In addition to the “2X2 grid presentation of the four personal styles, the LDP also 
provides measures of ten behavioral dimensions (referred to as Achieving Dimensions 
and Relating Dimensions). These then dimensions are segmented into five dimensions 
which help to describe an individual’s approach to achieving goals (Achieving 
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Dimensions) and five dimensions which help to describe an individual’s approach in 
relating to others (Relating Dimensions)” (Waldo & McCoy, 2010: p.6). 
The five supporting characteristics, referred to as Achieving Dimensions, include: 
1. “Work Intensity, which is defined as the drive to extend effort in meeting or 
exceeding expectations when performing common tasks”  
2. “Assertiveness, which is defined as the level of confidence in approaching 
one’s role and in asserting opinions”. 
3. “Uncertainty Avoidance, which is defined as the propensity to accept risk in 
making decisions or taking actions in uncertain situations” 
4. “Adaptability, which is defined as the interest in, or comfort level with, 
changing or unplanned circumstances” 
5. “Perception, which is defined as the extent to which one relies on intuition 
and experience (versus methodical analysis) in making decisions”  
The five supporting characteristics, referred to as the Relating Dimensions, include: 
1. “Status Motivation, which is defined as the drive to be personally recognized 
for efforts and accomplishments” 
2. “Consideration, which is defined as the awareness of, and propensity to 
contemplate, others’ feelings and needs”  
3. “Openness, which is defined as the desire to learn and share personal 
information with others, including strangers” 
4. “Affiliation, which is defined as the desire to collaborate or affiliate with 
others in performing common activities” 
5. “Self-Protection, which is defined as the level of trust in the intentions or 
reliability of others” (Waldo& McCoy, 2010: p.7) 
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The LDP framework can be deployed in three forms: 
1. a 63-item abbreviated Form A (also referred to as the Leading Profile Grid) 
2. a 95-item Form B (also referred to as the Leading Dimensions Profile) 
3. a 95-item Form C (a version of Form B in which participants answer each 
item using two formats: a “perfect employee” answer and their “actual” 
answer). (This is the type that has been used during this research since the 
purpose of this study is to look for the personality differences between the 
current hospitality managers’ and current hospitality students’ perfect 
employee answers). 
 
Figure 1 shows the primary factors and the underlining dimensions for the LDP.  
 
 
Figure 1: Personal Style 
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The results of this test will be used to generate the profile of the respondent. (See 
Figure 2) 
 
Figure 2: The Profile Grid 
 
A comparison of the LDP and the DISC Behaviors 
For this comparison, thirty two participants took both LDP and DISC behaviors 
personality tests and their result suggested: The Achievement Drive factor from LDP 
is positively related to Dominance from DISC (r= 0.58), whereas, it is negatively 
related to Steadiness (r= -0.61) from DISC. The Relational Drive factor from LDP 
positively related with both Steadiness (r= 0.60) and Influence (r= 0.31) from DISC 
whereas, it is negatively related to Dominance (r= -0.53) from DISC.  In the DISC 
Profile similar to LDP, Dominance positioned in the upper left, Influence positioned 
in the upper right, Steadiness positioned in the lower right, and Conscientiousness 
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positioned in the lower left. LDP profiles/styles may correspond to the DISC 
behaviors in the following manner: 
1. “The Counselor Profile (Collaborative Style): Steadiness and Influence 
patterns” 
2. “The Coach Profile (Adaptive Style): Dominance behavior patterns” 
3. “The Driver Profile (Directive Style): Dominance behavior patterns” 
4. “The Advisor Profile (Contemplative Style):  Conscientiousness 
behavior patterns” (Waldo & McCoy, 2010). 
Given these findings, it would appear that the LDP primary factors may be 
utilized in a manner somewhat similar to that of the DISC Profile, as a tool suitable 
for team building, sales coaching, and professional development applications.
1
 
 
A comparison of the LDP and “The Big Five” Taxonomy 
For this comparison, thirty participants took both LDP and Big Five Taxonomy 
personality tests and their result suggested: a correlation between several of the LDP’s 
dimensions and the Big Five personality factors. The Extraversion dimension from 
Big Five positively related to the LDP’s Achievement Drive (r= 0.45) factor and the 
Assertiveness (r= 0.62) dimension. The Conscientiousness (r= 0.40) dimension from 
Big Five, positively related to the LDP’s Adaptability dimension. Openness 
dimension from Big Five positively related to the LDP’s Achievement Drive (r= 0.72) 
factor as well as the Work Intensity (r= 0.38), Assertiveness (r= 0.53), Adaptability 
(r= 0.43), and Status Motivation (r= 0.34) dimensions. The Agreeableness dimension 
from Big Five positively related to the LDP’s Relational Drive (r= 0.53) factor as well 
                                                     
1 DiscProfiles (www.discprofile.com) 
 
18 
 
  
as the Consideration (r= 0.63) and Openness (r= 0.41) dimensions. The Neuroticism 
dimension from Big Five negatively related to LDP’s Assertiveness (r= -0.32) 
dimension.    
As Tellegen and Waller (1987), R. Hogan and Hogan (1995), Hough (1992) stated 
Big Five taxonomy is missing important relationships in terms of the number of 
personality factors in order to predict and understand work behavior. Hurtz and 
Donavan (2000) also indicated that Big Five Taxonomy does not cover both 
contextual and task performance since earlier job performance description did not 
include both terms. Hogan and Holland (2003) also stated the difficulty of classifying 
the scales of various personality inventories into the Big Five categories. The authors 
also reminded that when the Big Five Category first established in 1961, most of the 
variables used in earlier analyses were not developed with the Big Five model in 
mind.
2
 
 
A comparison of the LDP and the Hogan Personality Inventory (HPI) 
For this comparison, twenty six participants took both LDP and HPI personality 
tests and their result suggested: the Achievement Drive factor from LDP was 
positively associated with the following HPI scales: Sales Potential (r= 0.67), 
Sociability (r= 0.64), Ambition (r= 0.54), Inquisitive (r= 0.5) and Stress Tolerance (r= 
0.33). That is to say individuals scoring higher on Achievement Drive tended to score 
higher on these HPI scales, while those scoring lower on Achievement Drive tended 
to score lower on these HPI scales. The Relational Drive factor from LDP was 
positively associated with the following HPI scales:  Sensitivity (r= 0.53), Service 
Orientation (r= 0.44), Prudence (r= 0.38) and Clerical Potential (r= 0.38). In other 
                                                     
2 Big Five Inventory (www.outofservice.com/bigfive/info/) 
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words, individuals scoring higher on Relational Drive tended to score higher on these 
HPI scales, while those scoring lower on Relational Drive tended to score lower on 
these HPI scales. 
Given these findings, LDP dimensions may be leveraged to predict work-related 
behaviors, similar to the Hogan Personality Inventory. There are certain potential 
tendencies between two personality tests but there not a common reflection pattern in 
workplace behavior.  As Hogan, Hogan and Roberts (1996) stated it is not possible to 
find a personality test that will predict full performance in a particular job without 
having some irrelevant dimensions. However a personality test at least needs to 
contain reliable and valid scales for the standard dimensions. 
3
 
 
Reliability Studies  
The reliability of primary and supporting factors was evaluated using two common 
methods: Cronbach’s Coefficient Alpha and Test-Retest Reliability Analysis. Results 
indicated that except the Self protection (α= 0.66) factor under the Relating 
Dimensions, all other supporting factors and primary factors have more α= 0.70 
percent Cronbach’s Alpha result. The Achievement drive has the  highest Cronbach’s 
Alpha result (α= 0.84) (See Table 1: Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficients) (Waldo & 
McCoy, 2010). 
  
                                                     
3 Hogan Assessment Systems (www.hoganassessments.com) 
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Table 1: Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficients 
Factor/Dimension Alpha Coefficient Sample Size Number of Items 
Primary Factors:    
   Achievement Drive .84 759 33 
   Relational Drive .80 759 18 
Achieving Dimensions:    
   Work Intensity .79 400 8 
   Assertiveness .77 400 11 
   Uncertainty Avoidance .83 759 8 
   Adaptability .68 759 8 
   Perception .74 104 8 
Relating Dimensions:    
   Consideration .82 400 10 
   Openness .83 400 9 
   Affiliation .77 759 10 
   Status Motivation .73 759 14 
   Self-Protection .66 759 9 
 
Construct Validity Studies 
In order to strengthen the construct validity, Campbell and Fiske (1959) suggested 
combining convergent and discriminant validity, meaning; obtaining more than one 
score for the same individual by using different methods. In this case, respondents 
will be both getting score from the LDP’s test and their annual employee appraisal 
report in order to assess the job performance. During the development and calibration 
of the LDP, numerous statistical procedures were deployed to evaluate the factor 
structure of the LDP. The initial framework focused on two primary factors: 
Achievement Drive and Relational Drive. These two drives have five other 
dimensions under them (Achievement Drive: work intensity, assertiveness, 
uncertainty avoidance, adaptability, perception; Relational Drive: status motivation, 
affiliation, consideration, openness, and self-protection). The groupings were 
constructed after factor analysis and then confirmatory factor analysis. 
The LDP is presented in two ways: a “perfect answer” and an “actual answer”. 
Using this approach, participants are directed to complete the items first as they 
believe the “perfect employee” would answer and then again with their “actual” 
answer. In this way, data is collected to explore the potential patterns where 
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participants may attempt to provide exaggerated or socially desirable responses to the 
assessment.  
 
Convergent Validation 
During the development of the LDP, a number of studies were conducted to 
evaluate potential statistical relationships between the LDP dimensions and the scales 
of other widely used assessments. These studies provide evidence of convergent and 
divergent validity, which contribute to the understanding of dimension definitions and 
explanatory content.  
Loevinger (1957) proposed that by examining "substantive components", 
considering the "structural components" and evaluating the "external components", 
the degree to which test is a valid indicator of a specific area can be determined 
(pp.654). Personality traits need to be selected according to job performance criteria 
(Tett, Jackson & Rothstein, 1991) so that the personality test will provide clues about 
the specific job performance. After evaluating 4 different personality tests, LDP’s 
variables were found to be the most comprehensive one for Hospitality Managers in 
terms of performance criteria. My Goal is to be able to specify the particular 
personality traits will predict performance in managerial positions in Hospitality. 
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY 
This study is conducted in two phases: 
1) The validation of Leading Dimensions Profile’s personality test with actual 
hospitality management level employees. 
2) The implementation of the personality test on the hospitality students and 
recommending dynamic curricular and extra-curricular activities based on the 
test results. There are 3 research questions: 
1. Is there a single profile for Hospitality Managers? 
2. Is there a correlation between LDP results and Employee Appraisals? 
3. Is there a difference between the LDP results of high performer hospitality 
managers and hospitality students? (High performers defined as the 
employees who gets over 202 points out of 294 (67% and up) from the 
Annual Employee Appraisal) 
The study was a descriptive study and type of investigation was correlational. It 
was a non-contrived setting and time horizon was cross-sectional in which data was 
be gathered just once, (second week in February), unit of analysis was the individuals; 
managers and students.  
 
Research Design 
Planning and development of the research study began in the summer 2012 and 
continued through January 2013. During that time a review of literature was 
conducted and data collection procedures were determined. For the purpose of this 
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study, Leading Dimensions Company’s 95-question LDP survey was chosen and data 
analysis techniques were selected. 
 
Sample 
In this study, primary data was used and individuals were the source of data. The 
target population of this study was hospitality managers and hospitality students. A 
convenient sample was drawn from a hotel management company’s managers and 
hospitality students of a university in the Southeast USA. The sample for this study 
was 175 hotel managers and 150 hospitality students. 
For the first research question, the management staff of a hotel management 
company with 71+ hotels was the sample of this study. Each manager was given LDP 
test. Their personality test scores was paired with their annual review scores as 
assigned by the Human Resources department of the company so that LDP results are 
validated and underlining dimensions for different job positions were explored in a 
hotel environment such as general manager, assistant general manager, and director of 
sales.  
The appraisals report for all management level employees sent to a third party (the 
secretary of the academic unit at the University) by the hotel management company in 
a sealed envelope that is marked with a ID number. The secretary of academic unit 
matched the ID numbers on the envelopes with ID numbers associated with consented 
participants. The third party destroyed the un-matched evaluations. The employer 
does not know who participated (because they provided all evaluations) and the 
researcher did not receive data from un-consented participants. After the managers 
took the LDP test, the results compared with their yearly Employee Appraisal report 
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and then best performers’ dimensions from LDP were derived. Managers have to 
sign-up in order to fill the questionnaire.  
Then undergraduate hospitality students were given the LDP survey to look for 
the dimensions from student side for the second research question. For the third 
research question, best performer managers data was compared to students’ data to 
look for a difference. 
 
Data Analysis 
The data analysis was organized into four parts using descriptive and inferential 
statistics. Data was coded into and analyzed with The Statistical Packages for Social 
Sciences (SPSS 21). The first part of the data analysis involved a demographic profile 
of hotel managers with their tenure at the working place and college degree (whether 
they have a hospitality degree or not). Demographic data obtained from the 
questionnaires was tabulated using frequency and percentages. 
The second part of the data analysis involved computation of LDP profile of the 
current hotel managers (General Managers, Assistant General Managers and Director 
of Sales). This includes the descriptive statistics for each of the dimensions of the 
LDP. Several statistics were used to examine if these hotel managers were statistically 
different from each other.  
The third part of the data analysis involved correlation of LDP results with the 
Employee Appraisal reports. A correlation table for each of the LDP dimensions for 
each hotel manager position was provided. The fourth part of the data analysis 
involved comparison of students’ LDP profile with the high performing managers’ 
LDP profile with the help of independent t-test statistics.  
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CHAPTER FOUR: FINDINGS 
The purpose of this study was to investigate if personality tests would help in 
predicting the success of students in their preferred job setting as compared to current 
high performers (managers). The objective of this study was to suggest the best 
curricular and extra-curricular activities to the students so that they would be prepared 
for the position that they aim for upon graduation.  The objectives of this study were: 
1. Explore the functionality of Leading Dimensions Profile tests 
dimensions on Hospitality Managers’ job performance measurement. 
2. Determine the relationship between Hospitality Managers’ LDP results 
and their appraisal report results. 
3. Identify and test the Hospitality Managers’ appraisal results based on 
Achievement Drive and Relational Drive. 
4. Compare Hospitality High Performers (managers) and Undergraduate 
Hospitality Students’ LDP results (High performers defined as the employees 
who gets over 202 points out of 294 (67% and up) from the Annual Employee 
Appraisal) 
The applied objective of this study was to update hospitality curriculum by 
identifying underlying dimensions for current high performing managers and guide 
the students to acquiring the necessary skills and traits so that they could be the high 
performers. 
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Response Rate 
There were 144/175 (82% response rate) valid manager responses and 76/150 
(51% response rate) valid student responses. For the purpose of this study, in the 
following data analysis, Assistant General Managers (n=38), Director of Sales (n=30) 
and General Managers (n=54) will be used. 
Table 2: Managers' Positions 
Position Frequency Table 
  Frequency Percent 
Asst. General Manager 38 26.4 
Director of Sales 30 20.8 
Executive Chef 1 0.7 
Food & Beverage Dir. 3 2.1 
General Manager 54 37.5 
Guest Service Mgr. 1 0.7 
Hotel Manager 2 1.4 
Operations Manager 6 4.2 
Sales Manager 7 4.9 
Sr. Sales Manager 2 1.4 
Total 144 100 
 
Respondents Profile 
The demographic characteristics of the respondents are described only for the 
Managers. In this part, Managers were asked about their degree and tenure at the work 
place (See Tables 3, 4, and 5). 
Table 3: College Graduation of Managers 
Managers College Graduation Statistics 
 Frequency Percent 
No College Degree 60 40.3 
College Degree 83 55.7 
AA 2 1.3 
AD 2 1.3 
AS 1 .7 
P 1 .7 
Total 149 100.0 
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Table 4: Hospitality Degree of Managers 
Managers Hospitality Degree Statistics 
    Frequency Percent 
   3 2.0 
No Degree 108 72.5 
Has a Degree 37 24.8 
P 1 .7 
Total 149 100.0 
 
Table 5: Tenure at work place 
Managers Average year in the Company 
Valid  148  
Missing  1  
Mean 6.116  
Std. Deviation 10.0666  
 
Descriptive Analysis 
Table 6 shows descriptive statistics of LDP dimensions. Among the responses of 
AGMs (n=38), the highest scored dimension was Consideration with the score of 
71.21 on a 0-100 scale. The lowest scored dimension was Uncertainty Avoidance with 
the score of 35.42 on a 0-100 scale. 
Table 6: Assistant General Managers 
Descriptive Statistics 
Assistant General Manager (AGM) 
LDP Dimensions Mean1 Std. Deviation 
AchievementDrive 55.21 27.652 
WorkIntensity 64.58 33.560 
Assertiveness 53.89 31.447 
Adaptability 67.68 32.854 
UncertaintyAvoidance 35.42 23.883 
Perception 52.37 22.146 
RelationalDrive 67.50 26.685 
StatusMotivation 50.97 24.526 
Consideration 71.21 32.439 
Affiliation 75.50 22.201 
Openness 60.61 27.165 
SelfProtection 54.42 26.727 
 
Table 7 shows descriptive statistics of LDP dimensions. Among the responses of 
DOS (N=30), the highest scored dimension was Work Intensity with the score of 
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67.40 on a scale 0-100. The lowest scored dimension was Uncertainty Avoidance with 
the score of 30.93 on a scale 0-100 
Table 7: Directors of Sales 
Descriptive Statistics 
Director of Sales (DOS) 
LDP Dimensions Mean1 Std. Deviation 
AchievementDrive 61.03 27.33 
WorkIntensity 67.40 29.45 
Assertiveness 65.50 28.32 
Adaptability 66.37 30.45 
UncertaintyAvoidance 30.93 22.25 
Perception 57.57 23.15 
RelationalDrive 64.20 27.04 
StatusMotivation 62.93 25.23 
Consideration 62.30 28.86 
Affiliation 65.53 26.76 
Openness 65.70 28.86 
SelfProtection 60.23 27.97 
 
Table 8 shows descriptive statistics of LDP dimensions. Among the responses of 
GM (N=54), the highest scored dimension was Status Motivation with the score of 
63.74 on a scale 0-100. The lowest scored dimension was Adaptability with the score 
of 30.81 on a scale 0-100. 
Table 8: General Managers 
Descriptive Statistics 
General Manager (GM) 
LDP Dimensions Mean1 Std. Deviation 
AchievementDrive 59.93 29.30 
WorkIntensity 58.24 33.94 
Assertiveness 62.94 28.78 
Adaptability 30.81 23.17 
UncertaintyAvoidance 61.59 30.19 
Perception 56.65 22.95 
RelationalDrive 53.72 26.41 
StatusMotivation 63.74 23.31 
Consideration 46.54 31.86 
Affiliation 53.33 28.58 
Openness 54.17 25.57 
SelfProtection 57.17 26.64 
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Table 9 shows descriptive statistics of LDP dimensions. Among the responses of 
hospitality students (N=76), the highest scored dimension was Affiliation with the 
score of 68.07 on a scale 0-100. The lowest scored dimension was Assertiveness with 
the score of 34.55 on a scale 0-100 
Table 9: Hospitality Students 
Descriptive Statistics 
Students 
LDP Dimensions Mean1 Std. Deviation 
AchievementDrive 41.55 28.01 
WorkIntensity 57.92 31.10 
Assertiveness 34.55 27.76 
Adaptability 48.12 33.69 
UncertaintyAvoidance 49.88                             29.72  
Perception 53.20 23.89 
RelationalDrive 59.16 29.41 
StatusMotivation 61.97 25.65 
Consideration 50.38 30.55 
Affiliation 68.07 25.38 
Openness 57.70 28.64 
SelfProtection 65.28 25.78 
 
Table 10 shows descriptive statistics of LDP dimensions. Among the responses of 
the High Performer managers (N=44).  
(High performers defined as the employees who gets over 202 points out of 294 
(67% and up) from the Annual Employee Appraisal), the highest scored dimension 
was Adaptability with the score of 69.50 on a scale of 0-100 while, Uncertainty 
avoidance was the lowest scored dimension with the score of 28.91 on a scale of 0-
100. 
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Table 10: High Performer Managers 
Descriptive Statistics 
 High Permormers (All) 
LDP Dimensions Mean1 Std. Deviation 
AchievementDrive 65.07 27.95 
WorkIntensity 60.95 32.43 
Assertiveness 62.77 28.19 
Adaptability 69.50 33.38 
UncertaintyAvoidance 28.91 23.24 
Perception 54.43 24.37 
RelationalDrive 56.00 28.23 
StatusMotivation 61.11 29.25 
Consideration 48.70 31.01 
Affiliation 62.89 24.98 
Openness 56.80 25.65 
SelfProtection 53.86 30.15 
 
From the result of the high performer managers, the ideal ranges for two primary 
factors were drawn (See Figures 3 and 4). Achievement drive’s ideal score was in 65th 
percentile and with one standard deviation left and right of that percentile the range 
was calculated (std. dev=27.95). Similarly for Relational Drive, ideal score was in 
56
th
 percentile and with one standard deviation left and right of that percentile the 
range was calculated (std. dev=28.23). The high performers from the sample were in 
in this area that is shown in Figure and Figure.  
 
Figure 3: Achievement Drive  
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Figure 4: Relational Drive  
 
Hypotheses Testing 
There were five different hypotheses in this study. In this section, these 
hypotheses and their statistical tests were explained.  
Hypothesis 1 stated that: 
“HA1 =There is a difference in LDP dimension scores between general 
managers and assistant general managers.” To test this hypothesis, an 
independent t-test was performed. The result of this test is shown in  
Table 11: LDP Results Comparison for AGM and GM. In terms of primary 
factors, there is no significant difference between AGMs and GMs in Achievement 
Drive. However, there is a significant difference in Relational Drive (t=2.454, 
Sig=0.02). There is also significant difference between AGMs and GMs in terms of 
Affiliation (t=-0.413, Sig= 0.02) and Consideration (t=3.631, Sig= 0.00). Results 
indicated that AGMs are more Considerate, more Affiliate and more relationally 
driver than the GMs. This may be due to the fact that, AGMs communicate with the 
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guests and the other employees more than the GMs do. If everything functions 
properly in the property, usually there is a little need for GMs to be involved. GMs 
seem to be around when there is a problem because they are the problem solver and 
last decision makers. This may be the reason why there is difference in the relational 
drive aspect of the personality between these two groups. 
 
Table 11: LDP Results Comparison for AGM and GM 
Independent T-Test Comparison of LDP Results for AGM and GM 
 Assistant General Manager 
(AGM) 
General Manager (GM)    
LDP Dimensions Mean1 Std. Deviation Mean1 Std. Deviation Diff.2 t3 Sig.4 
AchievementDrive 55.21 27.65 59.93 29.30 -4.72 -0.778 0.44 
WorkIntensity 64.58 33.56 58.24 33.94 6.34 0.886 0.38 
Assertiveness 53.89 31.45 62.94 28.78 -9.05 -1.429 0.16 
UncertaintyAvoidance 35.42 23.88 30.81 23.17 4.61 0.919 0.36 
Adaptability 67.68 32.85 61.59 30.19 6.09 0.927 0.36 
Perception 52.37 22.15 56.65 22.95 -4.28 -0.893 0.37 
RelationalDrive 67.50 26.69 53.72 26.41 13.78 2.454 0.02* 
Affiliation 75.50 22.20 63.74 23.31 11.76 -0.413 0.02* 
Consideration 71.21 32.44 46.54 31.86 24.67 3.631 0.00** 
StatusMotivation 50.97 24.53 53.33 28.58 -2.36 2.429 0.68 
Openness 60.61 27.17 54.17 25.57 6.44 1.159 0.25 
SelfProtection 54.42 26.73 57.17 26.64 -2.75 -0.486 0.63 
Notes: 1 Score Scale 0-100,  2 Mean Difference of Assistant General Manager and General Manager, 
 3 T-test result,  4 Significance 
*=Significant at 0.05 level 
       **=Significant at 0.01 level 
        
Hypothesis 2 stated that: 
“HA2 =There is a difference in LDP dimension scores between general managers 
and director of sales.” 
To test this hypothesis, an independent t-test was performed. The result of this test 
is shown in Table 12. In terms of 2 primary factors, there is no significant difference 
between DOSs and GMs in both Achievement Drive and Relational Drive. There is 
only significant difference between AGMs and GMs in terms of Consideration 
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(t=2.246, Sig= 0.027). As LDP results indicated, DOSs is more considerate than the 
GMs. One may speculate that this is due to facts that, DOSs are working with other 
employees more involved than the GMs. This may be the reason why there is 
difference in the relational drive aspect of the personality between these two groups. 
 
Table 12: LDP Results Comparison for DOS and GM 
Independent T-Test Comparison of LDP Results for DOS and GM 
 Director of Sales (DOS) General Manager (GM)    
LDP Dimensions Mean1 Std. Deviation Mean1 Std. Deviation Diff.2 t3 Sig.4 
AchievementDrive 61.03 27.33 59.93 29.30 1.11 0.170 0.865 
WorkIntensity 67.40 29.44 58.24 33.93 9.16 1.241 0.218 
Assertiveness 65.50 28.32 62.94 28.78 2.56 0.392 0.696 
Adaptability 66.37 30.45 61.59 30.19 4.77 0.692 0.491 
UncertaintyAvoidance 30.93 22.25 30.81 23.16 0.12 0.023 0.982 
Perception 57.57 23.15 56.65 22.95 0.92 0.175 0.861 
RelationalDrive 64.20 27.04 53.72 26.40 10.48 1.728 0.088 
StatusMotivation 62.93 25.23 53.33 28.58 9.60 1.536 0.128 
Consideration 62.30 28.86 46.54 31.86 15.76 2.246 0.027* 
Affiliation 65.53 26.76 63.74 23.31 1.79 0.320 0.750 
Openness 65.70 28.86 54.17 25.57 11.53 1.892 0.062 
SelfProtection 60.23 27.97 57.17 26.64 3.07 0.497 0.621 
Notes: 1 Score Scale 0-100,  2 Mean Difference of Director of Sales and General Manager, 3 T-test result,  4 Significance 
*=Significant at 0.05 level 
       **=Significant at 0.01 level 
        
Hypothesis 3 stated that: 
“HA3 =There is a difference in LDP dimension scores between director of sales 
and assistant general managers.” To test this hypothesis, an independent t-test was 
performed. The result of this test is shown in Table 13. In terms of 2 primary factors, 
there is no significant difference between DOSs and AGMs in both Achievement 
Drive and Relational Drive. In addition, there is no significant difference between 
AGMs and DOSs. This may be due to fact that, DOSs and AGMs work closely in 
terms of the operational side of the business.  
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Table 13: LDP Results Comparison for AGM and DOS 
Independent T-Test Comparison of LDP Results for AGM and DOS   
 Assistant General 
Manager (AGM) 
Director of Sales 
(DOS) 
   
LDP Dimensions Mean1 Std. 
Deviation 
Mean1 Std. 
Deviation 
Diff.2 t3 Sig.4 
AchievementDrive 55.21 27.65 61.03 27.33 -5.82 0.867 0.389 
WorkIntensity 64.58 33.56 67.40 29.45 -2.82 0.363 0.718 
Assertiveness 53.89 31.45 65.50 28.32 -11.61 1.578 0.119 
Adaptability 67.68 32.85 66.37 30.45 1.31 -0.170 0.866 
UncertaintyAvoidance 35.42 23.88 30.93 22.25 4.49 -0.793 0.431 
Perception 52.37 22.15 57.57 23.15 -5.20 0.942 0.350 
RelationalDrive 67.50 26.69 64.20 27.04 3.30 -0.503 0.616 
StatusMotivation 50.97 24.53 62.93 25.23 -11.96 1.972 0.053 
Consideration 71.21 32.44 62.30 28.86 8.91 -1.180 0.242 
Affiliation 75.50 22.20 65.53 26.76 9.97 -1.679 0.098 
Openness 60.61 27.17 65.70 28.86 -5.09 0.747 0.458 
SelfProtection 54.42 26.73 60.23 27.97 -5.81 0.872 0.386 
Notes: 1 Score Scale 0-100,  2 Mean Difference of Assistant General Manager and Director of Sales, 3 T-test 
result,  4 Significance 
 
Hypothesis 4 stated that: 
“HA4=There is a difference in LDP dimension scores between top performance 
hotel managers and hospitality students.” To test this hypothesis, an independent t-test 
was performed. The result of this test is shown in Table 14. In terms of 2 primary 
factors, there is only difference in Achievement Drive (t=4.435, Sig=0.000) between 
Students and High performers. Students score less than the managers in this drive. As 
LDP results indicated, there is also significant difference between students and 
managers in terms of Assertiveness (t=5.336, Sig=0.000), Adaptability (t=3.362, 
Sig=0.001), Uncertainty Avoidance (t=-4.020, Sig=0.000). 
 One may speculate that this is due to facts that, students’ perception of 
Achievement drive is different than the current managers’ perception.  Students got 
lower score in Achievement Drive, Assertiveness and Adaptability whereas students 
got higher score in Uncertainty Avoidance.  
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While managers were more driven by achievement, adaptability and assertiveness, 
students were more concerned about uncertainty avoidance.  
 
Table 14: LDP Results Comparison for Students and High Performer Managers 
Independent T-Test Comparison of LDP Results for Students and High Performer Managers  
 Students High Performers (All)    
LDP Dimensions Mean1 Std. 
Deviation 
Mean1 Std. 
Deviation 
Diff.2 t3 Sig.4 
AchievementDrive 41.55 28.01 65.07 27.95 -23.52 4.435 0.000** 
WorkIntensity 57.92 31.10 60.95 32.43 -3.03 0.507 0.613 
Assertiveness 34.55 27.76 62.77 28.19 -28.22 5.336 0.000** 
Adaptability 48.12 33.69 69.50 33.38 -21.38 3.362 0.001** 
UncertaintyAvoidance 49.88 29.72 28.91 23.24 20.97 -4.020 0.000** 
Perception 53.20 23.89 54.43 24.37 -1.23 0.271 0.787 
RelationalDrive 59.16 29.41 56.00 28.23 3.16 -0.575 0.566 
StatusMotivation 61.97 25.65 61.11 29.25 0.86 -0.168 0.867 
Consideration 50.38 30.55 48.70 31.01 1.68 -0.288 0.774 
Affiliation 68.07 25.38 62.89 24.98 5.18 -1.084 0.281 
Openness 57.70 28.64 56.80 25.65 0.90 -0.173 0.863 
SelfProtection 65.28 25.78 53.86 30.15 11.41 -2.194 0.030* 
Notes: 1 Score Scale 0-100,  2 Mean Difference of Students and Director of Sales, 3 T-test result,  4 Significance 
*=Significant at 0.05 level 
       **=Significant at 0.01 level 
        
To test this hypothesis, each managerial position also compared with the students 
data. The first Comparison was between high performer AGMs and Students. There 
was only significant difference in terms of Assertiveness (t=2.272, Sig=0.026) 
between this groups (See Table 15). The second Comparison was between high 
performer DOSs and Students.  
There was a significant difference in terms of Assertiveness (t=2.984, Sig=0.004) 
and Adaptability (t=3.062, Sig=0.003) (See Table 16). The last comparison for High 
performers was between High performer GMs and Students. There was a significant 
difference in terms of Achievement Drive (t=3.191, Sig=0.002), Assertiveness 
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(t=4.746, Sig=0.000) and Uncertainty Avoidance (t=-2.781, Sig=0.007) between two 
groups (See Table 17). 
 
Table 15: LDP Results Comparison for Students and High Performer AGMs 
Notes: 1 Score Scale 0-100,  2 Mean Difference of Students and Assistant General Manager, 3 T-test result,  4 
Significance 
*=Significant at 0.05 level 
       
 
         
  
Independent T-Test Comparison of LDP Results for Students and High Performer Assistant General Manager  
 Students High Performer AGM    
LDP Dimensions Mean1 Std. 
Deviation 
Mean1 Std. 
Deviation 
Diff.2 t3 Sig.4 
AchievementDrive 41.55 28.01 60.56 25.22 -19.00 1.942 0.055 
WorkIntensity 57.92 31.10 53.44 30.16 4.48 -0.410 0.683 
Assertiveness 34.55 27.76 56.67 26.09 -22.11 2.272 0.026* 
Adaptability 48.12 33.69 69.78 35.52 -21.66 1.814 0.073 
UncertaintyAvoidan
ce 
49.88 29.72 31.67 24.98 18.21 -1.764 0.081 
Perception 53.20 23.89 60.22 22.22 -7.02 0.840 0.404 
RelationalDrive 59.16 29.41 59.11 32.79 0.05 -0.004 0.996 
StatusMotivation 61.97 25.65 67.56 24.65 -5.58 0.620 0.537 
Consideration 50.38 30.55 63.67 36.38 -13.29 1.210 0.230 
Affiliation 68.07 25.38 64.89 29.41 3.18 -0.349 0.728 
Openness 57.70 28.64 58.11 28.90 -0.41 0.041 0.967 
SelfProtection 65.28 25.78 61.78 34.73 3.50 -0.371 0.712 
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Table 16: LDP Results Comparison for Students and High Performer DOSs 
Independent T-Test Comparison of LDP Results for Students and High Performer Director of Sales  
 Students High Performer DOS    
LDP Dimensions Mean1 Std. Deviation Mean1 Std. Deviation Diff.2 t3 Sig.4 
AchievementDrive 41.55 28.01 62.25 24.92 -20.70 1.446 0.152 
WorkIntensity 57.92 31.10 57.25 31.26 0.67 -0.042 0.967 
Assertiveness 34.55 27.76 77.00 26.94 -42.45 2.984 0.004** 
Adaptability 48.12 33.69 100.00 0.00 -51.88 3.062 0.003** 
UncertaintyAv
oidance 
49.88 29.72 22.25 10.40 27.63 -1.844 0.069 
Perception 53.20 23.89 70.50 16.82 -17.30 1.426 0.158 
RelationalDrive 59.16 29.41 57.50 22.83 1.66 -0.111 0.912 
StatusMotivati
on 
61.97 25.65 43.75 38.99 18.22 -1.351 0.181 
Consideration 50.38 30.55 59.00 32.42 -8.62 0.549 0.585 
Affiliation 68.07 25.38 63.00 25.01 5.07 -0.389 0.698 
Openness 57.70 28.64 68.50 24.56 -10.80 0.739 0.462 
SelfProtection 65.28 25.78 44.00 27.47 21.28 -1.604 0.113 
Notes: 1 Score Scale 0-100,  2 Mean Difference of Students and Assistant General Manager, 3 T-test result,  4 
Significance 
**=Significant at 0.01 level 
 
 
Table 17: LDP Results Comparison for Students and High performer GMs 
Independent T-Test Comparison of LDP Results for Students and High Performer General Managers  
 Students High Performer GM    
LDP Dimensions Mean1 Std. Deviation Mean1 Std. Deviation Diff.2 t3 Sig.4 
AchievementDrive 41.55 28.01 63.00 30.87 -21.45 3.191 0.002** 
WorkIntensity 57.92 31.10 61.79 35.14 -3.87 0.515 0.608 
Assertiveness 34.55 27.76 66.33 31.17 -31.78 4.746 0.000** 
Adaptability 48.12 33.69 57.67 33.66 -9.55 1.211 0.229 
UncertaintyAv
oidance 
49.88 29.72 30.96 26.80 18.92 -2.781 0.007** 
Perception 53.20 23.89 56.63 24.26 -3.43 0.611 0.543 
RelationalDrive 59.16 29.41 52.38 27.78 6.78 -0.998 0.321 
StatusMotivati
on 
61.97 25.65 60.58 28.49 1.39 -0.225 0.822 
Consideration 50.38 30.55 39.96 27.27 10.42 -1.493 0.139 
Affiliation 68.07 25.38 59.92 25.17 8.15 -1.374 0.173 
Openness 57.70 28.64 56.92 23.23 0.78 -0.121 0.904 
SelfProtection 65.28 25.78 58.50 29.98 6.78 -1.079 0.283 
Notes: 1 Score Scale 0-100,  2 Mean Difference of Students and Assistant General Manager, 3 T-test result,  4 Significance 
**=Significant at 0.01 level 
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Hypothesis 5 stated that: 
“HA5= There is a correlation between LDP dimension scores and high performer 
employee appraisal scores (High performers defined as the employees who gets over 
202 points out of 294 (67% and up) from the Annual Employee Appraisal).” 
To test this hypothesis, LDP results for each managerial position (AGM, GM, and 
DOS) compared with the each managerial position’s annual employee appraisals. The 
result for assistant general manager is shown in Table 18 Correlation of LDP results 
and Appraisals for AGM. As it is seen from the table when the LDP dimensions 
combine into an AGM model, they correlate with total job performance. In addition, 
AGM model positively related with all the performance criteria (there is a negative 
relationship between Communication and Guest Satisfaction) but not significantly 
correlated. AGM model correlates significantly with the Leadership (0.496** 
significant at 0.01), Communication (0.361* significant at 0.05), Capacity (0.449** 
significant at 0.01), and Self-Management (0.505** significant at 0.01) (See Table 
18). 
The result for general manager is shown in Table 19. As it is seen from the table, 
when the LDP dimensions combine into a GM model, they correlate with total job 
performance. In addition, GM model positively related with all the performance 
criteria but not significantly correlated. GM model correlates significantly with the 
Leadership (0.309* significant at 0.05), Capacity (0.349** significant at 0.01), and 
Self-Management (0.307* significant at 0.05). 
The result for director of sales is shown Table 20. As it is seen from the table, 
when the LDP dimensions combine into a DOS model, they correlate with total job 
performance. In addition, DOS model positively related with all the performance 
criteria but not significantly correlated. DOS model correlates significantly with the 
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People Management (0.461* significant at 0.05), and Communication (0.489** 
significant at 0.01). 
 
Limitations 
The first limitation is that sample was drawn using convenient sampling that 
extinguished the probability of sampling by only targeting one hotel management 
company managers to test LDP. In addition, the instrument has 95 items which may 
be a limitation due to being long.  
 
Implications 
Hospitality schools use a variety of techniques to update their curriculum with the 
fast changing business environment. They depend on feedback from graduates, 
industry professionals, faculty members and students. This study will take the efforts 
of updating curriculum to the next level by identifying underlying dimensions for 
successful managers and guiding the students to getting the necessary skills and traits 
so that they can be successful managers.  Furthermore, students can be trained to 
develop and leverage their emotional intelligence, with an emphasis on self-awareness 
and self-regulation. 
 
Further Research 
For further research, this research may be done with multiple management 
companies to have more diversified manager respondents, it could also cover 
departmental differences between managers and also same positions in different 
industries (GM in hospitality versus GM in retail) are suggested. 
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Table 18: Correlation of LDP results and Appraisals for AGM 
Correlation of LDP Results with the Employee Appraisals Assistant General Manager (AGM) 
 AGM Total People 
Mgmt 
Guest 
Satisfaction 
Leadership C1 Capacity SelfMgmt Financial Job Knowledge 
AGM 1 .477** .109 .190 .496** .361* .449** .505** .317 .294 
Total .477** 1 .733** .547** .774** .541** .849** .837** .683** .790** 
People Mgmt .109 -.060 1 .326* .544** .473** .547** .549** .356* .489** 
Guest Satisfaction .190 1 .326* 1 .321* -.009 .445** .450** .255 .444** 
Leadership .496** .733** .544** .321* 1 .413* .616** .717** .409* .448** 
C1 .361* .547** .473** -.009 .413* 1 .530** .375* .134 .224 
Capacity .449** .774** .547** .445** .616** .530** 1 .746** .448** .575** 
Self Mgmt .505** .837** .549** .450** .717** .375* .746** 1 .435** .568** 
Financial .317 .683** .356* .255 .409* .134 .448** .435** 1 .745** 
Job Knowledge .294 .790** .489** .444** .448** .224 .575** .568** .745** 1 
C1=Communication 
          
 
 
 **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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Table 19: Correlation of LDP results and Appraisals for GM 
Correlation of LDP Results with the Employee Appraisals General Manager (GM) 
 GM Total People 
Mgmt 
Guest 
Satis. 
Leadership C1 Capacity Self 
Mgmt 
Financial Job 
Knowledge 
GM 1 .305* .157 .237 .309* .210 .349** .307* .132 .242 
Total .305* 1 .765** .700** .946** .548** .862** .935** .784** .839** 
People Mgmt .157 .765** 1 .470** .710** .514** .553** .679** .485** .547** 
Guest Satis. .237 .700** .470** 1 .704** .229 .475** .664** .421** .499** 
Leadership .309* .946** .710** .704** 1 .476** .813** .873** .686** .767** 
C1 .210 .548** .514** .229 .476** 1 .485** .440** .187 .225 
Capacity .349** .862** .553** .475** .813** .485** 1 .805** .644** .714** 
Self Mgmt .307* .935** .679** .664** .873** .440** .805** 1 .719** .765** 
Financial .132 .784** .485** .421** .686** .187 .644** .719** 1 .806** 
Job Knowledge .242 .839** .547** .499** .767** .225 .714** .765** .806** 1 
C1=Communication 
          
 
 
 **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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Table 20: Correlation of LDP results and Appraisals for DOS 
Correlation of LDP Results with the Employee Appraisals Director of Sales (DOS) 
 DOS Total People 
Mgmt 
Guest 
Satis. 
Leadership C1 Capacity Self 
Mgmt 
Financial Job 
Knowledge 
DOS 1 .440* .461* .193 .358 .489** .355 .343 .146 .323 
Total .440* 1 .595** .679** .757** .549** .795** .904** .804** .829** 
People Mgmt .461* .595** 1 .183 .443* .338 .308 .524** .397* .384* 
Guest Satis. .193 .679** .183 1 .406* .162 .549** .521** .626** .582** 
Leadership .358 .757** .443* .406* 1 .316 .427* .735** .602** .540** 
C1 .489** .549** .338 .162 .316 1 .474** .498** .174 .343 
Capacity .355 .795** .308 .549** .427* .474** 1 .661** .565** .713** 
Self Mgmt .343 .904** .524** .521** .735** .498** .661** 1 .689** .694** 
Financial .146 .804** .397* .626** .602** .174 .565** .689** 1 .633** 
Job Knowledge .323 .829** .384* .582** .540** .343 .713** .694** .633** 1 
C1=Communication 
          
 
 
 **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The purpose of this study was to investigate if personality tests would help in 
predicting the success of students in their preferred job setting as compared to current 
high performers (managers).  
The applied objective of this study was to update hospitality curriculum by 
identifying underlying dimensions for current high performing managers and guide 
the students to acquiring the necessary skills and traits so that they could be the high 
performers.  
From the comparison of the directors of sales and assistant general managers 
managerial positions, it seemed that there was not a significant difference between 
directors of sales and assistant general managers, however, director of sales were 
more considerate than the general managers and assistant general managers were 
more relationally driven, considerate and more affiliated. 
Higher performing employees (all three positions combined) exhibited distinct 
patterns of personality traits (Achievement Drive, Assertiveness, Adaptability, 
Uncertainty Avoidance and Self-protection) from students, suggesting that certain 
personality characteristics are more closely associated with specific job requirements 
than others. Higher performing employees tend to exhibit a unique profile from 
hospitality students. 
A distinct combination of personality traits was derived for each position; there 
was no universal combination across all jobs but Assertiveness was the common 
dimension that all the managers scored higher than the student group no matter what 
the managers’ position is. When students compared with the high performer assistant 
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general managers, managers tend to get a higher score in Assertiveness. In general 
manager comparison, managers scored higher in Assertiveness, Achievement Drive, 
while students scored higher in Uncertainty Avoidance. However, in directors of sales 
comparison, managers scored higher in Assertiveness and Adaptability. This suggests 
that higher performance levels may be achieved when employees' (and job seekers') 
personality characteristics are evaluated in light of job requirements. Students can be 
educated regarding the unique personality characteristics required of hospitality 
management positions. Students can learn to adapt their behavior more readily and 
skillfully based on an enhanced understanding of their intended profession.  
Certain individual personality traits (Leadership, Communication, Capacity, 
People Management and Self-management) exhibited correlation to job performance, 
revealing that, along with knowledge and skills, there is a value in measuring other 
personal characteristics in employment-related decisions. 
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APPENDICES 
Appendix A: IRB Approval Letter 
 
 
 
 
January 28, 2013 
Gunce Malan 
USF Sarasota/Manatee - Sch of Hotel and Restaurant Management 
RE: Expedited Approval for Initial Review IRB#: Pro00010947 
Title: Do Personality Tests have a place in Academic Preparation of Undergraduate 
Hospitality Students? 
 
Dear Ms. Malan: 
On 1/28/2013, the Institutional Review Board (IRB) reviewed and APPROVED the above 
referenced protocol. Please note that your approval for this study will expire on 1/28/2014. 
Approved Items: 
Protocol Document(s): 
 Do Personality Tests Have a Place in Academic Preparation of 
 Undergraduate Hospitality Students? 
Consent/Assent Documents: 
Manager ICF granted a waiver of informed consent documentation 
Student ICF granted a waiver of informed consent documentation 
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It was the determination of the IRB that your study qualified for expedited review which 
includes activities that (1) present no more than minimal risk to human subjects, and (2) 
involve only procedures listed in one or more of the categories outlined below. The IRB may 
review research through the expedited review procedure authorized by 45CFR46.110 and 21 
CFR 56.110. The research proposed in this study is categorized under the following expedited 
review categories: 
(5) Research involving materials (data, documents, records, or specimens) that have been 
collected, or will be collected solely for nonresearch purposes (such as medical treatment or 
diagnosis). 
(7) Research on individual or group characteristics or behavior (including, but not limited to, 
research on perception, cognition, motivation, identity, language, communication, cultural 
beliefs or practices, and social behavior) or research employing survey, interview, oral 
history, focus group, program evaluation, human factors evaluation, or quality assurance 
methodologies 
Your study qualifies for a waiver of the requirements for the documentation of informed 
consent as outlined in the federal regulations at 45 CFR 46.117 (c): An IRB may waive the 
requirement for the investigator to obtain a signed consent form for some or all subjects if it 
finds either: (1) That the only record linking the subject and the research would be the consent 
document and the principal risk would be potential harm resulting from a breach of 
confidentiality. Each subject will be asked whether the subject wants documentation linking 
the subject with the research, and the subject's wishes will govern; or (2) That the research 
presents no more than minimal risk of harm to subjects and involves no procedures for which 
written consent is normally required outside of the research context. 
As the principal investigator of this study, it is your responsibility to conduct this study in 
accordance with IRB policies and procedures and as approved by the IRB. Any changes to the 
approved research must be submitted to the IRB for review and approval by an amendment. 
We appreciate your dedication to the ethical conduct of human subject research at the 
University of South Florida and your continued commitment to human research protections. If 
you have any questions regarding this matter, please call 813-974-5638. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Kristen Salomom, PhD, Vice Chair 
USF Institutional Review Board 
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Appendix B: Questionnaire Cover Letters 
 
 
Do Personality Tests have a place in Academic Preparation of Undergraduate 
Hospitality Students? 
eIRB# 10947 
Dear Hospitality Student, 
I am currently a master student in Hospitality Management at the College of 
Hospitality and Technology Leadership. I am working on my thesis and I would like 
to ask your help with this research by completing an online survey. This study hopes 
to discover the dominant personality influences within the hospitality industry. Please 
note that there are no right and wrong answers. The results will be kept confidential. 
This survey is intended to measure multiple dimensions of your personality that 
influence how you interact with others and approach work activities. You will likely 
need about 15 minutes to complete this survey. As you respond to the survey, please 
notice that each question is presented in two forms: THE PERFECT ANSWER and 
MY ACTUAL ANSWER. When responding to MY ACTUAL ANSWER, please 
resist the temptation to answer in a way that you think would reflect the ideal 
employee. Rather, please answer as honestly as you can, recognizing both your 
strengths and weaknesses as you see them. For some questions, THE PERFECT and 
ACTUAL RESPONSES will be the same, while they will be different for others.  
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The survey will be most helpful if you have been honest about your approach to the 
questions presented. Your answers will be kept confidential. By clicking into the link 
below, you freely give your consent to take part in this study and authorize that your 
information as agreed above, be collected/used in this study and you agreed that USF 
IRB and the Dept. of Health and Human Services can review all research records. 
You can get to the survey by clicking on the following link: USF LDP. 
If you have any questions about this study, please contact Gunce Malan at 407 473 
4966 or gunce@gmalan.com. If you have questions about your rights, general 
questions, complaints, or issues as a person taking part in this study, you can call the 
USF IRB at (813) 974-5638. 
Thank you. 
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Do Personality Tests have a place in Academic Preparation of Undergraduate 
Hospitality Students? 
eIRB# 10947 
Dear Participant, 
McKibbon Hotel Group has teamed up with College of Hospitality and Technology 
Leadership at the University of South Florida Sarasota-Manatee for a research project 
to study the measure of job-related personality characteristics. I would like to ask your 
help with this research by completing an online survey. This study hopes to discover 
the dominant personality influences within the hospitality industry. Please note that 
there are no right and wrong answers. The results will be kept confidential. This 
survey is intended to measure multiple dimensions of your personality that influence 
how you interact with others and approach work activities. You will likely need about 
15 minutes to complete this survey. As you respond to the survey, please notice that 
each question is presented in two forms: THE PERFECT ANSWER and MY 
ACTUAL ANSWER. When responding to MY ACTUAL ANSWER, please resist the 
temptation to answer in a way that you think would reflect the ideal employee. Rather, 
please answer as honestly as you can, recognizing both your strengths and weaknesses 
as you see them. For some questions, THE PERFECT and ACTUAL RESPONSES 
will be the same, while they will be different for others. The survey will be most 
helpful if you have been honest about your approach to the questions presented.  
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Your answers to this test will be compared to your annual employee appraisal result in 
order to create the most important factor in a hospitality manager. Results will only be 
limited with the study and no result will be shared with the employer. This research 
has been conducted by a Master Student Gunce Malan for her thesis and is supervised 
by University of South Florida Sarasota-Manatee College of Hospitality and 
Technology Leadership you will be receiving a copy of your Personal Style Report 
for your review. By clicking into the link below, you freely give your consent to take 
part in this study and authorize that your Employee Appraisal report for 2012 as 
agreed above, be collected/used in this study and you agreed that USF IRB and the 
Dept. of Health and Human Services can review all research records. You can get to 
the survey by clicking on the following link: USF LDP. 
If you have any questions about this study, please contact Gunce Malan at 407 473 
4966 or gunce@gmalan.com. If you have questions about your rights, general 
questions, complaints, or issues as a person taking part in this study, you can call the 
USF IRB at (813) 974-5638. 
Thank you. 
